Route 12 - Old Receiver Road 
Frederick, 'id. 21701 

April 1, 1977 


Mr. Michael Ryan 
Assistant United States Attorney 
Federal Courthouse 
Washington, 0. C. 2000.1 


Bear Mr. Ryan ■■ 

You recall, I aa sure, ay requests that you cease your persisting; and deliberate sis- 
rcpreseatations to courts and deceptions of judges in coy FOIa Cases. 1 believe that 
on the last of these occasions 1 asked you please not to do it again because if you did 
you vould force me to '.Taka efforts to end them. 

What dries you to these lies I do not know, but whether it be the requirement of hold- 
ing your job or the hope of advancement or any other such motive, you appear not to be 
able to stop. It Is reprehensible misconduct. 

It is also costly to me. It ia part of a systematic effort to negate the Act, to deny 
m& y&f right# .wader it &txd to interfere with ny work. 

You have just Had again to Judge Pratt. Thera can be no accident in it. 

You did deceive him. The record will saw this damaged me vouch. 

(Perhaps you are of the persuasion th st It is right and proper to withhold the fact 
about a Presidential assassination. This also lias bean your consistent effort. tt$y 
your Cod and your children forgive you; I do not.) 

When X receive the transcript of the two more recent depositions X will have the direct 
quotations X deed to do what you force upon una» Unless you retracted the newest 

of your lies and imdoM the damage thoy have done, I will be raising ail of tnis with 
the bar association, 

X do not insi 3 fe that you call yourself a liar not do I expect trhat you say your miscon^ 
duet is because it serves the. interests of th*a da-^eikumt* your employer, X do expect 
a retraction that is a full retraction* however expediently you phrase it. 

Hy interest in not vengeance. X asa interested in the ssxictity of vhafc I regare as t*i& 
democratic of laws mid the observance of pjy rights under it so tnat 1 '~ay do tiie 
work I have undertaken. 

Sarly on X cauttened you that you ware on a course that meant you would* ia ray layman* s 
concent, be suborning perjury. Respite this, you nw have three sworn and different 
version* of a single notorial fact. There ace other similar instances. 

Sincerely, 


Harold vfeiaherg 


